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they were surrounded by a dense urban area instead of a spreading unsettled river valley-were put up where the new houses now stand." The houses were structurally good, and, although they long ago failed to meet latter-day standards, they withstood the wear of time for nearly eighty years. They were finally taken down in the slum-clearance program of 1939-40. The bricks were saved for the new houses, and their attractive color and texture give character to the present Lyman Terrace.
Since its early days, Holyoke has struggled to get enough houses built, and its authorities have deplored the insanitary conditions in which many of the people have been forced to live. As long ago as 1855, it was reported that 778 families lived in only 514 houses. The following year the Board of Health found that many families lived in dark, damp cellars.3 As the city grew, conditions became more grave. High death and morbidity rates were attributed to insanitary living, but housing was not yet recognized as a public responsibility. Civic organizations made surveys and compared Holyoke unfavorably with other cities, in the number of persons per dwelling, and pointed out the high infant mortality and poor housing in Wards I, II, and IV. 4 The depression years of the thirties increased the difficulty of housing problems but ushered in a program of public housing made possible by the United States Housing Act of 1937. Massachusetts was one of the thirty-eight states which by the end of 1939 had passed laws enabling their cities to set up local housing authorities. In the spring of 1938 the Holyoke board of aldermen began the consideration of a public housing project. This seemed a dangerously radical step to some of the city's taxpayers, who voiced vigorous opposition. Government, it seemed to them, might appropriately furnish such services as schools, fire protection, or electric light, but houses should be put up by private construction companies. On the other hand, it was argued that houses are as necessary to satisfactory living as schools, and private construction companies did not and could not provide standard houses to rent at figures low enough to make them available for many of the city's workers. The need became very clear when the Holyoke Housing Authority, set up in April, 1938, reported, after a survey, that twenty-eight hundred of the city's dwellings were substandard. This situation, in the eyes of the Authority, justified a program of public housing, and it was decided to embark upon the Lyman Terrace Project, made possible by a contract with the United States Housing Authority, signed February 11, 1939. According to the terms of this contract, the federal government was to furnish 90 per cent of the cost of the project, estimated at $i,8oo,ooo, and in addition make annual contributions in order that rents might be low enough for tenants in the lowest-income group.
The site decided upon was the area bounded by Front, John, High, and Lyman streets, then still occupied by the old Lyman Mills company houses. These properties, which had passed to the Whiting Paper Company, were bought from it by the city for $114,500. The Holyoke Housing Authority will finance its share of the expense by a fifteen-year bond issue at 3 per cent, and the city agreed to waive taxes for sixty years. It was estimated that $37,448 would be needed annually for maintenance and debt service. Rents were set so as to yield this figure, but also with reference to the main object of the undertaking, namely, to make standard houses available to lowincome groups.
The Project, in freeing its tenants from the hazards of the slums, has offered a safe and healthy environment. The amount of space and the number of conveniences were necessarily limited in order to keep building costs at a minimum. The aim was to secure the best accommodations which people with low levels of income could afford to live in.
It is the purpose of this study to report the ways in which the Holyoke Housing Authority set up a community of men, women, and children in the new houses and to consider the Project in relation to the city's urgent housing needs. The information presented is taken from the records of the Housing Authority, mainly from the application forms of those who wished to live at Lyman Terrace. These forms give descriptions of housing conditions of the families at time of application and statements of size and makeup of families, costs of rent, heat, and utilities, and family incomes. Data were also drawn from score sheets of the substandard housing conditions of the applicants and from the Management Resolution, which forms the basis for the administration of the plan.
WHO WANTED TO COME AND HOW THEY WERE SELECTED There were many more families anxious to move into the Project than Lyman Terrace could hold. Only I67 of the 795 applications received by the Housing Authority could be accepted. Although many applicants living in substandard houses were necessarily rejected, those selected all caine from homes in which the living conditions were "unsafe, unsanitary, overcrowded, or detrimental to health or morals.''s
The locations of the former homes of the tenants were widely spread over the city, with representation in each of the seven wards. The large majority, however, were in Wards I, II, and IV. The Project itself is in Ward IV, and, in coming to live in it, many families moved from homes only a few blocks away. Some had lived in houses which stood on the actual site of the Project.
Three principal qualifications were considered in determining which of the applicants should be accepted. The first was residence in the houses which had been torn down to make room for the Project. A special claim was recognized as belonging to the families who had been put out of their homes for the new building operations. Only five of these, however, were able to avail themselves of the choice thus given them. It has often been noted that slum-clearance projects frequently result in no advantage to those whose homes are replaced by model houses, because the latter are so expensive that the displaced families must find other inadequate or even worse accommodations. In this instance it was thought that the reason why so few became Project tenants was not so much the increase in rent but the fact that, when the first move was made, "doubled up" families separated. Frequently these were a combination of the parent-generation (who actually had the claim to the Project) and married children who wished to set up housekeeping for themselves. When they moved away they found new homes in all parts of the city, but for the most part they were forced to reside in the more congested areas from which many of the Project tenants came.
The second consideration which might make other applicants eligible was the kind of houses they were occupying. Families living under the worst conditions were given preference over others. Among the conditions judged most serious were unsafe buildings, lack of bath or private inside toilet or ones unfit for use, rooms with no outside windows, unsafe heating or cooking arrangements, lack of running water, and overcrowding. Size of the family income was the third factor in selecting tenants.
The particular circumstances of each family were always carefully considered before accepting or rejecting it. For example, a family consisting of two women and a little girl, who might not otherwise have been given preference, was admitted to the Project because the older woman was paralyzed and the younger an invalid, and their inability to climb stairs had made them virtual prisoners on the fourth floor of their walk-up tenement. * Twenty-three rejected applicants failed to report definite incomes. Two reported living on savings and one earning $5.o00 a day "off and on." both groups was between $8oo and $i,ooo, but I7 per cent of the rejected applicants had incomes higher than any of those who were accepted.
The fact that a greater proportion of families with incomes below $600 is found among those who did not get into the Project than among the tenants indicates that many people decided they could not afford the move and could not pay even the low rents charged for the Project houses. One out of every five of the rejected families had incomes below $6oo. Thus the Project leaves still unsolved the problem of adequate housing for those with the lowest incomes.
The earned income of almost a third of the families accepted had been supplemented by aid from public sources. The largest part of this group, about 23 per cent of the total number of tenant families, had been employed by the W.P.A. during the year previous to their application. Eight per cent of the families, including about onefourth of the W.P.A. workers, had received relief from more than one source. Among the Project tenants, the earnings of the head of the family were the mainstay and constituted the sole means of support in nearly three-fourths (74 per cent) of the families. In only 9 per cent of the families was the family income entirely derived from earnings of other members of the family. 
THE HOUSES THEY HAD LIVED IN
A list of the basic substandard conditions in the dwelling of each applicant was made and scored, and this score was used in the selection of tenants for the Project. The record showed that the great majority lived in houses structurally unsafe or without bathing facilities, inside toilet, running water, or adequate cooking arrangements.
In many homes combinations of these undesirable conditions must have made wholesome living impossible. In addition, the dwellings were often overcrowded.
More than two-fifths of the accepted families were living in homes with two or more of these substandard conditions ( Table 2 ). The reports were incomplete, and many substandard features were probably omitted. It may be assumed, therefore, that the situation was more unfavorable than the tabulation indicates. The items of toilets and baths were more readily evaluated and more generally reported on than others. The prevalence of substandard conditions in these two counts alone for accepted and rejected families is shown in Table  3 . The lack of inside toilets and baths or showers was reported by nearly one-third of the homes of the accepted families but by less than one-fifth of those who were rejected. This suggests that the conditions of the former homes of the families now living in Lyman Terrace were worse than those of the applicants who failed to get in. In general, however, the wide distribution of poor housing among the applicants makes the margin of difference small.
THE NUMBER OF PERSONS PER ROOM
The Housing Authority has defined "overcrowding" as "occupancy seriously exceeding approved maximum limits and detrimental to health, privacy, or morals. Rooms smaller in size than locally established minimum standards."'7 Some latitude may be allowed in determining what is the "approved maximum limit" of the number of persons who should occupy a given number of rooms. Size of rooms, amount of light and air, and age and sex of children make for considerable difference in adequacy.
The families of specified numbers of persons occupying houses with the indicated number of rooms at Lyman Terrace are shown in Table 4 , A. For example, there were thirty-one families composed of five persons each. Thirteen of these were living in four-room homes Table 4 , B, than in Table 4 , A, as 5 applicants did not report the number of rooms in the home. One family of 7, including a married son with his wife and child, divided, and the son moved into Lyman Terrace. Thus one family listed in Table 4 , A, as having 3 members is listed in Table 4 , B, as having 7.
t The heavily boxed squares include the number of families in which the ratio of person to room is i:x. and eighteen in five rooms. There were forty-two families of four members each living in four-room homes, and no families of four living in less than four rooms. The ratio of one person per room (shown by the heavy squares in Table 4 ) is taken frequently as a standard and more than one person per room as overcrowding. Judged by this standard Lyman Terrace has forty families (those below and to the left of the heavy squares) with fewer than one person per room and thirty-six families (those above and to the right of the heavy squares), including all those composed of six or more persons, with more than one person per room. The standard actually applied in Lyman Terrace was a maximum of two persons per bedroom, a person being anyone over the age of one year. Three facts should be kept in mind when considering the homes in which there were more than one person per room: first, the rooms are well ventilated, outside rooms; second, the ratio is only a small fraction more than one person per room; and, third, the only alternative to this arrangement for these families would have been to stay in their former tenement homes.
A comparison of this distribution with the ratio of persons to rooms which held in the former homes of these same families (Table  4 , B) shows clearly the changes brought about by the Project. Less than half as many families when living in the former homes had one person per room, and the number with more than one person per room was over 40 per cent larger. For some families the overcrowding was extreme, and for a few others the number of rooms was more than the standard. The extent to which this was the case is indicated by the spread on either side of the heavy squares. Obviously what the Project has done is to equalize the distribution of rooms among families, making it come much closer to their actual needs than before.
In order to avoid overcrowding and at the same time use the Project to the best advantage, the number of persons in each family determined the size of the apartment allotted to it. Three-room apartments were assigned to families of two or three persons; four rooms to those of from three to five; five rooms to families of from four to seven; and six rooms to those of from six to eight members. This last restriction has been made flexible enough to admit into the project two families with nine members each, thirteen of whom are children. It was specified that ". consideration shall be given to the age, sex, and relationship of the members of the family, and other factors, such as disability. Every child regardless of age shall be considered as a person."'
RENT
The Housing Authority aimed to fix the cost of shelter in the Project at levels which would not entail appreciable increases over the rents paid in the former dwellings. The lowest monthly rent formerly paid by any Project tenant was $8.62, the highest $34.66, and the average for all $16.69 (Table 5 ). The rents paid by these same families after they became Project tenants ranged from $13.50 to $22.00, and the average was then $18.52. This higher average might be I,6oo-I,799............................... taken to indicate that the new standard houses absorbed larger amounts of the family budget, but it must be remembered that the cost of heat is included in the Project houses and, with only very few exceptions, not in the others. The amount spent for heat in the large majority of former tenement homes was estimated to be about $4.00 per month, but the information given on the application blanks was so irregular and uncertain that an attempt to get a rent-plus-heat cost by using the figures given was abandoned. It was sufficient, however, to indicate that, if the cost of heat were included, the expense to Project tenants for heated houses was usually less than they had paid for shelter plus heat. It is certainly a fact that the Project houses are more adequately heated than the former homes. The rejected applicants paid an average monthly rent of $18.45, only slightly lower than that for the Project homes; but, again, it must be remembered that in almost every instance they paid for heat in addition, so that, aside from generally better accommoda- tions, the advantage for rent-plus-heat cost is again with the Project tenants. Usually the lower rents paid for their former homes by Project tenants were associated with the prevalence of larger numbers of substandard features (Table 6) . It is true, however, that the number of families paying the higher rents in this group was too small to establish this relationship clearly. Many of the houses were poorer than the reports on substandard features would indicate, since the detailed score sheet was missing in nineteen cases and the reports for these cover only three substandard features (lack of inside toilet, lack of bath or shower, and overcrowding).
It will be observed that the Project rents increase fairly regularly with the income levels in contrast to the absence of this relationship before. It is also clear that for the families in income groups below $1,200, constituting 88 per cent of the total number, the spread of average costs is smaller in Project rents than in rents for the previous homes; the former ranged from $17.07 to $19.76, the latter from $14.96 to $18.68. The relationship between rent and income is in large measure the result of the policy of the Housing Authority, which has divided the apartments in the Project into three groups. The family income, as well as number of rooms in these houses, determines the rent, as indicated in Table 7 .9 The percentage spent for rent after the tenants became Project dwellers was slightly larger than before (Table 8 ). This increase, however, results from a comparison of rents for unheated tenements with those for the heated Project houses, and, as previously explained, it cannot be assumed that the Project tenants devoted larger proportions of their income to housing. Little difference can be discerned between the ratios of rent to income in the case of rejected applicants and the corresponding ratios for tenants of Lyman Terrace.
The percentages of income spent for rent by most of these Holyoke families are markedly higher than those reported for low-income groups in the United States as a whole.Io A percentage of 28.9 for incomes under $500 throughout the country drops to I9.9 for incomes between $5oo and $750, and to i8.I for those between $i,ooo and $1,250. In contrast with these values, the percentage for Lyman Terrace tenants with incomes between $600o and $700 was 31.8, and for those between $1,200 and $1,300 it was 19.4. As the incomes increased, the percentages spent for rent in Lyman Terrace and in the The establishment of a new community of human beings under conditions which present such a marked contrast to those which obtained in the same spot only a short time ago is change of a kind which can be only inadequately measured by statistical analysis. Moreover, it is too early to find reflected in public records such gains in health and well-being as those of which the tenants are already conscious as a result of better housing.
An officer of the Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children remarked that no complaints had come to that society from the Project up to date. By the early spring of 1941 the increase in private employment as a result of the development of the defense program had taken a number of the Project tenants from the W.P.A. rolls. One healthy reaction was the resentment shown by members of the community to public notice. "We are not guinea pigs," said one of the tenants, "we are just ordinary humans." Life at the Project among individuals who were at first strangers soon showed all kinds of manifestations of neighborliness, and a variety of such social activities as have small chance to grow in overcrowded houses began to appear.
The community has the stimulus of the variety of national background which has characterized the city ever since people from other parts of the world were drawn to it by the opportunity to work in its mills and factories. All tenants are American citizens, since citizenship is a requirement for admission. The Project has shown the extent of Holyoke's need for better housing facilities. Lyman Terrace could accommodate only a fraction of those inadequately housed, but the practical experience it has afforded should hasten the day when the city will assume the responsibility for making prevalent within its boundaries housing standards as high as those it has provided in the Project.
